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waa justified, from his own stand-point for declining to award them spaos 

in the Journal, and his refusal, at first, to publish them has in no 
diminished my regard for him. 

But I do not believe that my reasons will be considered ridiculous by 
others who approach the topic from a different stand point, and who have 
recognized the necessity of adopting methods of procedure which will 
r^aertlie system of nomenclature stable, which is all the u neo- American 

8 k 4 18 accomplish and for which it, and all naturalists, have 

a unuant authority. It is perfectly clear that as long as we allow cur¬ 
se ves a choice of names in any way, so long will authors differ in their 

icceptance and the settling of this important matter be deferred. That 

ns en can be, at least approximately, reached by priority, has been the 
m °* recent naturalists. Whether some entirely different 


modification 


principles 


ployed 


At 
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Fiinh n im P°® 8, blc to surmise. It is, perhaps, not unlikely that some 
snf a \.^ 0V l W1 be niade ‘ The American Ornitholog ts Union settled it 
fnni.? a. a ST were concerned, by driving bird names back as far as they 
hftwA rnP . n as a body adopted the results thus reached, so that they 

has pnmm^" n i ^ or a considerable number of years. This process 

nded itself to some others, but has not been put into operation 

a > n’ 80 far 88 1 am to formed. 

that nil nr^vr! 1 under the present methods of botanists it is important 
this raisin T lbl ^*Uy of choiee be removed as far as th s is possible. For 
as authnriHr U ^ aw ” °i dt* Paris Congress cited by Mr. Britten 

rimental Q L°T U8e Buda rather than Tis.vt as unfortunate and det- 

imenui, and do not consider myself at all bound to follow it. 

itv of III * 1 •? ber , 0f cases in which change is desirable by reason of prior- 

and P^unii* T ; n0t ^L 6a o ^ r * Britten cites the one of Amy<. 

• . fir8t standing on a page preceding the posiuu» «• 
} ie snp pomtmg out that he thinks it would be necessary to cal 
fora wluUtn D °i W u ? .^ runm > Amugil'tli. It certainly would be strange 
fortunate thls substitution, but I think he has selected an un* 
be onito ^P; eiQ support of his argument. While it would probab. 
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be Quite ni!ii in support of his argument. While it would pronai 
personallv nrof 1 0 . S0 P bl t ca ca H a plum a peach, as a peach a plffl® 
that Amiiad(il„« \ a P eacb a peach, and am prepared to mamta 

flS cX/xTcS di8tinct genera - * L - BB,rroS ' 
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„ “Biology" again. 

rnsendmemaS? ? e 1 pfc !‘ L nber editorials which admirably voicedJjj 
tha _ hich hail been u struer^lincr fr*r utterance.” and tbe f P 


own sentiment* wk; ut F ■ i er editorials wbich atimira 
in the October* numhi W< !, been “ struggling for utterance, — 
tempted to add a word F ^ ave 80 muc * 1 interested me that I a 03 

“ 7.0,! < ,gv '’^or zo “l 0 ^ 9 ts have become ashamed of the 

as have we for shrini y *T e P recisel y same reason for such a fee' 1 ' 

Uaiming to teach “ hirj/-v,v,r» vw.n» AnrresDondct 
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w ^re not yet 
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that, so far as real biological teaching in this country is concerned, the 
zoologists were the pioneers, is it less to the credit of American botanists 
that they could escape from the old traditions and recognize the vivify¬ 
ing influence of the new ideas? It is true, perhaps, that American bot¬ 
anists have hardly yet recognized the full applicability of what are called 
“zoological methods ” to the solution of many of their own problems 
but is that any reason why zoologists should calmly assume that all the 
necessary data for biological generalizations are to be derived from ani¬ 
mal sources? May it not be suggested to the (animal) “biologist” who 
does condescend to demonstrate to his class the streaming of protoplasm 
in Nitella or karyokinesis in the root-tip of an onion, that this slight 
recognition of the superiority of vegetable tissues for the study of vital 
phenomena might well be carried much further if he but knew it. 

That there are many colleges where botany is a mere species-grind, 
we all know too well, but, is our “ prominent zoologist ” so guileless as to 
imagine that there is none of the quality of a boomerang in such a state¬ 
ment? If so, I beg to assure him that there are colleges of repute, yes, 
and “universities,” where botany is well taught, while the zoology is a 
round of counting scales or tail feathers; and there are still others where, 
as between the two, the choice is that of “ the devil or the deep sea.” 

The Gazette's complaint is a very timely and just one. I have 
heard one of the leaders of American zoology remark upon this very 
condition of things to the effect that he could not understand why botanists 
remain silent while chairs of biology are repeatedly filled with zoologists 
pure and simple, whose teachings, if not their conceptions, of biology are 
wholly one-sided And he added, “ If I were a botanist, I should be 
heard from.” But, if some one says he can do better by himself and by 
ms students if he confines his work to the animal kingdom, we shall have 
mo quarrel. I believe it is best for the occupant of a chair of biology to 
e either a zoologist or a botanist, for the obvious reason that it is best 
or a man to teach well what he teaches. The wrong thing is that there 
jnould be chairs of biologv. It is absurd to expect a man to cover the 

16 ij mo d e r n biology. Yet, in how many institutions where no one 
would think of expecting one man to teach physics and chemistry or 
Qgush literature and rhetoric, must one man stagger under that load, 
tk * there is money to employ but one man, make the best of it and see 
2S* zoology or botany is well taught, but don’t delude your students 
1 1 the idea that they are to become biologists in a term. In the name 
* conai uon honesty and sound ideas let us “.call a spade a spade, an 

®ot a subsoil plough. James Ellis Humphry. 

Mass. 


Mounting plants. 

. ar ticles in the Botanical Gazette of October called attention 

v P rt 8t ?k. 1 ® hment of ‘ Biological Surveys,” and the editors made some 

wnking remarks concerning the present stage of our botanical” 

ninrt lu D8 * botanists should consider plants as biological P r0 _ , 

Bioln ^ a ?a^ ec ^ niens t0 be catalogued, etc.” The great iroporta * 
^ Surveys is only too clear, and although I do not interr < 
attend 19 8ub i ect more than has already been done, I should li 
consir!° n *° a cer t a *n point, which undoubtedly ought to *>e a . p f) r 

of o,!r k° r L*’ me ntioned above. It is merely in regard to the preservation 

0Ur herbaria. Tho herbaria should not only be pr 
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